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Abstract

In this paper we consider high-order centered finite difference approximations of hyperbolic
conservation laws. We propose different ways of adding artificial viscosity to obtain sharp
shock resolution. For the Riemann problem we give simple explicit formulas for obtaining
stationary one- and two-point shocks. This can be done for any order of accuracy. It is
shown that the addition of artificial viscosity is equivalent to ensuring the Lax k-shock
condition. We also show numerical experiments that verify the theoretical results.
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1 Introduction

Centered finite difference methods, especially high-order ones, are often computationally
efficient when the solution of the underlying problem is smooth. For non-smooth solu-
tions, however, these methods produce excessive oscillations, which ultimately will ruin
the solutions completely. One way to overcome the spurious phenomena is t0 introduce
numerical viscosity which will smooth the pumerical solution. But there are caveats; vis-
cosity must not be used such that unnecessary smoothing occurs. As the computational
mesh is refined the viscous effects should decrease while still damping the oscillations.
Nessyahu and Tadmor [7] used a Lax-Friedrichs solver to construct non-oscillatory 2nd-
order centered difference methods for hyperbolic conservation laws. A similar approach
was undertaken by Harten and Lax in [3], where they constructed an approximate Rie-
mann solver from a modified version of Richtmyer’s two-step scheme. In this paper we
shall develop a general theory on how to achieve sharp shock resolution for high-order
finite difference approximations of systems of conservation laws by adding artificial vis-
cosity. We shall thus consider finite difference solutions of the Riemann problem

U,(JJ,O):‘{uL z<0 (1)

where it is assumed that the states ur, UR € R?¢ can be connected via a k-shock moving
with speed s; f = f(u) € R4 is assumed to be differentiable. By means of the coordinate

transformation
y=2z— st

=1

the original Riemann problem (1) 1s transformed to a stationary problem

u(y,0) = { up V<0 @)

since u, = 0 in the (y, T)-coordinates. It will be assumed that the entropy solution of
eq. (2) can be obtained as the pointwise limit (boundedly) of the regularized problem

(f - su)y = Lcu y yEIEloo u(y,t) = UL, yl_lg.lo u(y,t) = UR, (3)

when ¢ — 0; L. is a linear elliptic operator.

2 Second-Order Difference Methods

When analyzing second-order difference methods we follow the principles set forth in (1, 5]-
Hence, eq. (3) is discretized as

Do(fj - su,-) = 5hD+D_u,- , E> 0, (4)
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subject to the boundary conditions

lim Ui =ur, lim uU;j =up. (5)
J=-c0 J—co

The right-hand side of eq, (4) corresponds to choosing [, = €02, — 0% ip eq. (3). The
difference Operators are defined as

1 1
Dou; = ﬁ(um ~Ui-1), Diu; = (U421 = u;), D_uj = Z(Uj ~Uj_y),

where A = Zi+1 = Z; is the uniform mesh size. The central difference D, (fi = s4;) can be
rewritten in conservative form as

Dol = sus) = Dy (20— suy 4. 4, su;))
Thus, eq. (4) can be expressed as
Do (05 =5+ fims — ) — e, we1) =0,
which in turn Jeads to

1 1
5(fi+1 = sujp, + Ji = su;) ~ e(Ujqr —uj) = (5 —suj+ £, - SUjm1) = e(uj —u;_y)
2 2

= =L - suy,
(6)
where the Jast equality follows from the boundary conditions (5). Consequently,
=L = s(ujyg - ) - 2641 = ~(f; — f,) + S(uj ~ ug) - 2eu; .
Let
Fu) = f(0) = £, = s(u =) — 92y
Gu) = f - f(u) + s(u - uL) — 2.
The difference approXimation (4), (5) can then be written as
F(ujp1) = G(u;). - (7)
Letting ; — o yields
F(ugp) = G(ug),
L e.,
SR fo = s(up - uL). (8)

This is the familiar Rankine-Hugoniot condition, which s fulfilled since Uy and up are
the states on either side of the stationary k-shock problem (2). We can thus define F (u)

Flu) = f(u) - fp - 8(u — up) — 2¢y, (9)
G(u) = fp— Sf(u) + s(u - up) — 2u,

where up = UL Or up = yp. The second choice corresponds to letting j — oo in eq. (6).
The Rankine—Hugoniot condition would thep follow by taking the limit J — —ocoin eq. (7).
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2.1 Nonlinear Analysis of One- and Two-Point Shocks

Given that there exists a solution, €4 (7) can be interpreted 1o the following Way: The
two states uL and ug can be connected to each other via 2 stationary viscous profile

(4} %0 where u; satisfies the nonlinear recursion tormula (7). The question then arises
naturally whether it 18 possible to connect two given states UL and ug by a viscous profile

consisting of a finite pumber of intermediate states um;,J = 1,....P We begin by proving
a negative result.

Proposition 9.1 There are N0 states uL, # UR such that uL and ugr can be coupled by
the visCOUS reqularization (7) without any intermediate state, i. e., there are nO zero-point
shocks.

Proof: Suppose that the two states UL and ug can be directly coupled by ed. (7), 1. &
F(uR) = G(ur) -
From definition (9) it follows ;mmediately that
fr—fp— s(ur — up) — 26UR = fp—fut s(up — up) — 26UL -
But the Rankine-Hugoniot condition (8) implies that
9eup = 2EUL -

Since ¢ > 0 1t follows that ur = UL which proves the proposition. m]

Proposition 9.2 Two states UL, UR e R¢ can be connected via @ viscous profile (7) using
one intermediate state um € R4 (one-point shock). Furthermore, if the states UL and UR
are close, the Laz L-shock condition is equivalent t0 having € > 0 in €4 (4)-

Proof: A single intermediate state UM must according to €d- (7) satisty

Glur) = F (um)
Glum) = F(uR)- (10)

The definition of F and G and the Rankine-Hugoniot condition (8) together imply that

_9eup = fm—fL— s(uy — ur) — 2EUM an)
—2EUR = fL - fM + s(uM — uL) — 2euM

Adding these two equation yields
1
uym = 5 UL+ uR) - (12)
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(A(uy, Um) ~ s1) (u, — Un) = 2e(yy — Upr)
(13)
(A(uar, ug) — $L) (upg — UR) = —2¢(y,, _ ug),

Upr) and A(UM,

where the Roe-matrices A(uy,

UR) are defined by

Alug, upy) = /olf'(euL + (1~ )z

Ay, ug) :/Olf'(HuM + (1 - 0)up)dp .

But eq. (13) has 5 solution if and only if

26 = i (uy, UmM) ~s, 9% = ~He(uar, up) + s,
Le.,

1
€= Z(ﬂk(u[n Upr) — (g, up))

(14)
1

s = 5(#1:(%, Unt) + pg (upy, ug)).

ug) denote eigenvalues of A
Mmatrices it follow,

Alug,up) = f(ug),

(ug, Upr) and A(uyy,
s immediately that

Denote by Ax( u) the eigenvalues of il

(u). Hence, Taylor €Xpansion yie]ds
A (L) + Ojuy,

Where the second equality follows from eq.

Pr(ur, upr) = —u) = Ae(uz) + 0y

YR =), -
(12). Sirnilarly,

/\k(uL) >8> /\k(uR)



which in turn implies that ¢ > 0, i. e., eq. (4) satisfies an entropy inequality. Conversely,
suppose that £ > 0. Then
tr(ur, unr) > pr(uar, ug).
Hence,
1
i(up, upr) > 5 (m(ur, uar) + pe(uar, ur)) > pe(ung, ug) .
Recalling eq. (14) we see that

p(ur, unr) > s > py(upr, ug).
Thus, for weak shocks our solutions obey the Lax k-shock condition.

Finally, we need to verify that s defined by eq. (14) is compatible with the Rankine-
Hugoniot condition (8). We have

fu = fr = Alur, un)(ur — un) + A(uag, ug)(ung — UR) .
For a one-point shock, however, u; — UM, Upm — UR are eigenvectors of A(ug,up) and
Aqupr, ugr) (cf. eq. (13)), respectively, whence

Jo = fr = prlur, unr)(ur = upr) + pg(uny, ur)(urpr — ug).

Using eq. (12) yields

= = e ) + s ) — ).

Thus, the Rankine-Hugoniot condition (8) is satisfied with

i .
S = §(/Lk(UL, UM) + ﬂk(uMa UR)) -

This concludes the proof. a

Remark: The proof of the Previous proposition shows that one should choose & according
to eq. (14). In the actual implementation, however, it would be advantageous to use

1
£ = lek(UL, UM) - ﬂk(qu UR)I ’

since the argument of the modulus function would be positive for a true k-shock. If, on
the other hand, the argument should happen to be negative due to round-off errors, for

instance, then the modulus function will prevent the formation of an entropy violating
shock. a

In the scalar case € and s can be expressed directly in terms of f (u) since

fo=fu _ 2(fi - fu)

mr(ur, up) = A(ug, up) = =

ur — up Uy — UR
—fr  2fm—fa)
te(unr, ur) = A(upr, ug) = f;‘: — u’; - (uf;w— uJ;R)



Using these expressions in eq. (14) yields

_JL=2fm+ fr
- 2(ur, — ug)

(15)
_fi—Jr
Ur — UR

S

The next proposition shows that the smallness assumption of proposition 2.2 is not needed
for strictly convex scalar functions f(u).

Proposition 2.3 Let f(u) be a twice differentiable, strictly convez scalar function, and
let € be given by eq. (15). Then

€>0 <= f'(ur) > f'(ug).
Remark: The latter condition is the well-known entropy condition for scalar conservation
laws [6]. a

Proof: Taylor expansion yields

= Flum = s+ une) = f{une) + Fune) (ur = wae) + 3 1"(10) . = )?

fo = flup —upr +upr) = fluar) + f/(upr)(ur — upr) + %f”(v)(uz, —upm)?

for some v and w. Using eq. (12) then gives

o Jr=2mtfr _ 1
2(ur — ug) 16

(f(v) + f*(w)) (uz — ur).

But f” > 0 because of strict convexity. Hence,

e>0 <= UL > up << f'(uL) > f'(uR).

The second equivalence follows since f’(u) is a strictly increasing function of u (because
of strict convexity). a

Example: For Burgers’ equation the flux is given by

flu) = %u2 .

From eq. (15) it then follows that



0

In case of a convex scalar function f(u) the one-point shock condition (10) can be
depicted as (recall that F(uy) = G(ur), F(ugr) = G(ur))

F(u)

Up Uy b

G(u)

Thus far we have shown how to obtain a one-point shock. It is not necessary to confine
ourselves to one-point shocks, which the following discussion will show. Suppose that we
want to connect uy, and ug by a viscous profile using two intermediate states up, and

. This amounts to requiring '

G(ur) = F(up,)
G(uMl) = F(uMz) (17)
G(uMz) = F(uR) .

Adding these three equations yields
1
U, — UM, = §(uR —ur). (18)

As before we rewrite the first and third equations of (17) as

(Aur, unry) = sI) (ur, — ung,) = 2e(ur, — upg,)
(A(urg, ur) — sI) (upr, — ur) = —2¢(ung — ur),

which can be solved iff

2e = pr(up,upn) —s >0 up, — up = agre(uL, uag)
—2¢ = prp(up,,ur) —s <0 up, — ur = aor(Ung,, UR) ,

where rp(ug, unr ), 7i(unrs,ur) denote the kth eigenvectors of Aug,ung), A(upg,ur)-
The inequalities are immediate consequences of the k-shock condition. The first set of
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equations yields
1
& = 7 (melur, unn) = pa(ungy, ur))

1
s = -2'(/-‘k(uL,uM1) + llk(uM.‘,,uR)) .

In particular, if upsq, and upg, are known, so are € and s. The intermediate states are
determined by eq. (18), by

(19)

Upn — UL = alT'k(UL,uMl) (20)
UM, — UR = 0ork(Ung, UR),

and by the Rankine-Hugoniot conditions (8). As opposed to the case of a one-point shock,
the explicit eigenvector structure of A(uy,up,) and A(uns,, ur) must be known in order
to compute the intermediate states.

Example: In the scalar case eq. (20) becomes redundant (r = 1). We are thus left with
um, = unmy = (ur — ug)/2

fr—=fr = s(ur —ur)
$ = (/J'(uL’uMl) + ﬂ(uszuR))/Q )

fu—= fm + fm, — fr _ 2L - fr)

Ur — Upy, UM, — UR Ur — uURr (21)
UM, — Up, = (uR - uL)/2.
For Burgers’ equation one gets the linear system

upn, + unm, = up + uR
uny — um, = (ur — ur)/2,

which yields -

up, = (Sug + ugr)/4
Up, = (uL + 3uR)/4.

Consequently,
1, 1
pup, um) = 2(Tur +ur),  p(usg,ug) = gur +Tur),

which implies

(22)



2.2 Linear Perturbation Analysis

In general we cannot expect the methods based on nonlinear analysis to be insensitive to
perturbations. A different approach could be based upon linearization of eq. (7) (1, 5]:

(f'(up) = sD)ujp1 — 2eujpr = —(f'(up) — s)uj — 2eu;.

This equation can be diagonalized when f’(u) corresponds to a hyperbolic operator. The
diagonalization is formally obtained by letting f'(up) — Ap, I — 1. We thus obtain

(Ap—s— 28)ujpy = (—/\p + 5 — 2€)u; .

Suppose that up = ug. This corresponds to linearizing around the state to the right of
the shock. We can thus express u;4; as a function of u;:

—Ap+s—2¢

Ujpr = oY
7 /\3—8—25 7

where u; is assumed to be to the right of the shock. Note that one could not reverse
the recursion above, since one would ultimately cross the discontinuity, across which the
linearization has no meaning. The linearization implies that u; is viewed as a perturbation
around the constant state ur. No matter what the value of u; is, we can make the
perturbation disappear in the next step by setting

s—2=Ap. (23)
Similarly, linearizing around the left state uy, gives

/\L—-S—2E

U; = ———e————— U1
7 —AL +s5—2¢ A

where it now is assumed that u;y is to the left of the shock. Again, requiring
s+2e=)g . (24)
implies that perturbations are annihilated in one step. Combining eqgs. (23), (24) yields
€= l()\L - AR)
4

(25)
s = %(/\L + )\R) .

The above expression for s states that s is the arithmetic average of the characteristic
speeds on either side of the shock. This is the correct value modulo second order terms
[6]. In particular, one should expect the corresponding numerical scheme to work well
for weak shocks. Note that the analysis thus far — linear as well as nonlinear — has been
based on eq. (7), which was obtained from eq. (4) by factoring out the operator D.
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Example: For Burgers’ equation we have A\p = up, whence
|
€= Z(UL — UR)
(26)

1
s = a(uL-{-uR).

O

In the above example the linear approach resulted in twice as much viscosity as the one-
point-shock. Note that the shock speed s is unchanged. This is, however, a coincidence.
The values of ¢ and s are determined by two criteria, namely that perturbations to the left
and to the right of the shock are annihilated in one step. In general, these requirements
are incompatible with correct shock speed (cf. egs. (14), (25)), i. e., the Rankine-Hugoniot
condition. Of course, if we confine ourselves to eliminating the oscillations on only one
side of the shock, then we can use the correct shock speed.

The transformation of eq. (1) to the time independent problem (2) was done to enable
the theoretical analysis. In practice, one often computes in the fixed coordinate frame of
eq. (1), which requires no a priori knowledge about s; correct shock speed will follow from
the conservation form of (1). However, one can use the values for € obtained from the
theoretical analysis and still obtajn good results, cf. subsequent sections. Furthermore, in
practical implementations it would be desirable to implement the viscosity locally around
the shock. This can be done by introducing a switch so as to turn off the viscosity in the
smooth regime. One way to do this would be to replace the right-hand side of eq. (4) by

€D+7'j_1/2D._Uj ,

where r; = 1 close to the shock, r; = 0 otherwise; rj-1/2 is the interpolation of r; at the
cell interface Zj-1/2; ur and ug would be replaced by some interpolated value of u to the
left and the right of the shock, respectively.

3 High-Order Difference Methods

We shall now use the results from the previous sections for 2nd-order methods to construct
artificial viscosity for high-order methods. The standard explicit centered approximation
of 3/0z of order 2r has the form

Q?r = RZrDO, (27)
r—1

Ryr =3 (~1)"a,(h*D,D_)* (28)
v=0

where the coefficients a, are defined by

@ =1, (29)

— v —
Cl,,—ma,,..l, I/-l,2,...,7‘—1.
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We can also use compact implicit difference approximations of Padé type. ‘Some of
these operators can be written in the form (27), but with a different operator Ra.. For
example, the compact 4th-order approximation is (27) with

i h?
Ry=RY = (I + ?DJ,D_)-‘. (30)

We will always assume that the implicit operators have the form R*) = P~! where P is
a nonsingular explicit operator of finite bandwidth.

3.1 Factorization of High-Order Dissipation

The idea to use to construct the viscosity, is to use high-order dissipation heD, where D
can be factored as D = Ry, Dy D_. The approximation for the transformed equation (2)
1s

Rz,-Do(f - SU)J‘ = h€R27D+D_Uj 5 (31)
where € is a parameter. The boundary conditions are as before
lim u; =ur, limu; =ug. (32)
jor—00 j—00

By (31) we see that it is natural to consider the operator Ry, in the space M of grid
functions {v;} with

lim v; =0. (33)

J—*too
By definition, the inverse of the implicit operators exist. For the explicit operators we
have

Lemma 3.1 The explicit operator Ry, in (28) is non-singular in the space M.

Proof: Consider the equation
Ryv; =0, 3=0,%£1,... - (34)

for real v;, and let the scalar product and norm be defined by

mw)= Y vywsh, [l = (v,0).

j=—oo

Summation by parts yields (using (34) and (33))

r—1
0= (v, Barv) = [lol[* + 3 (~1)"a (v, (R?D1.D_)"v)
v=1

= Pl + 3 e lI(RD-)"o] 2.

v=1
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Note that the boundary terms disappear because of (33). Since all o, are positive, it
follows that v = 0, which proves the lemma. 0

Since Ry, is non-singular, the equation (31) holds if and only if
Do(f — su); = he Dy D_u; (35)

holds. But this is the three-point scheme that we have analyzed in section 2. Therefore,
the high-order methods with artificial viscosity, as in (31), produce exactly the same solu-
tion as the three-point scheme does. To take advantage of the high-order approximation
property, we must obviously implement the viscosity locally around the discontinuity. We
use the same switch function r; as for the three-point scheme. We summarize the results
in

Proposition 3.1 The propositions in section 2 concerning zero- and one-point shocks for
2nd-order methods apply to high-order methods of the form (31) as well. For one-point
shocks ¢ should be chosen according to eq. (14). Here R, is defined either by the explicit
formula (28), or by an implicit operator as described above. U

In section 2 we also determined the viscosity coefficient ¢ based on linear analysis.
The linearized equation for the high-order methods is

Rar Do(f'(up) — sl)u; = heRyy D D_u;. (36)

The arguments in section 2 can be applied to this equation, and the optimal choice of ¢
for the three-point scheme is optimal in the same sense for the high-order method.

For explicit operators Ry, the effect of the artificial viscosity can be interpreted in
the following way. Upon diagonalization, the general solution of (36) is given by

2r
uj = Z oLk}, (37)
v=1 -
where k, = «,(g) are the roots of the characteristic equation; o, are arbitrary scalar
coefficients. For € = 0 there are two roots

Ki=1, Ky =-1.

There are also r—1 roots {«, }5*! with |%,(0)] < 1, and r—1 roots {, 2, with |£,(0)] > 1,
see [9]. All roots except x; = 1 give rise to parasitic solutions, and k, = —1 is the one
that causes the trouble. The remaining roots also induce errors, but they are less severe.
If |,] > 1, then its presence near the shock is not felt, since the solution is bounded
as j — oo. The analogous arguments hold for the solution to the left of the shock.
The special choice (25) of £ for the three-point scheme gives k; = 0. The factored
form (36) implies that the coefficients gy, v = 3,4,...,2r vanish. This follows since
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Rs, 1s nonsingular on the space M, which means that eq. (36) is equivalent to eq. (4).
Consequently, the general solution (37) is identical to that of a three-point scheme. But
that is possible iff the coefficients o, =0, v = 3,4,...,2r; the roots k,, v = 3,4,...,2r
are non-zero, but they do not influence the solution. Hence, the solution of the linear
equation has the form

Uj =01, (38)

where o7 is determined by the condition at z; = oo, 1. e., 0y = ug.

3.2 High-Order Dissipation Based on Perturbation Analysis

We shall now consider a different form of artificial viscosity for the explicit approximation.
For the nonlinear equation we use

T

RzrDo(f - Su)]‘ = Z h2u—15u(D+D_)UuJ' . (39)
v=1
This choice of viscosity corresponds to having L. = 3]_, €,02, ¢, — 0 in eq. (3). There

are r viscosity coefficients to determine, but the width of the total difference operator is
not increased by the viscosity terms. The linearized equation is

Ror Do(f'(up) — sD)u; = Er: h* e, (DyD_)u;. (40)

v=1

The general form of the solution is still given by (37). Instead of forcing the coefficients
03,04, ...,09,. to vanish, we now choose ¢, such that

Ko =Kz = ... =I§,-+1=0,

where, as before,
k| <1, v=3,4, ... r4+1

when no viscosity is present. This procedure can also be viewed as reducing the linear
approximation to an r 4 1 point scheme near the shock. As above we implement the
approximation with a switch r;. After a re-normalization (; — j — N) the solution of the
linearized equation can be expressed as

2r
=01+ Y o, &N |k > 1. (41)
v=r+2

The parasitic part of the solution represented by the sum does not cause any harm. Even
if the computation is carried out over a finite domain, such that ;7 < N, where N is
fixed, the coefficients o, are bounded since the solution is bounded at 7 = N. Therefore,
0,V is small near the shock where j << N. We do not expect any difliculties, even if
the shock passes through the boundary, since our methods are either strictly or strongly
stable, see [8, 2].
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In the analysis we have assumed that all roots &, are simple. Should there be multiple
roots, {«,}% can always be partitioned into one group with exactly r — 1 members inside
the unit circle and another group with r — 1 members outside the unit circle. Hence, our
principle still applies. All the , inside the unit circle vanish by our choice of ¢,.

We illustrate our principle by considering a 4th-order approximation Q4. After diag-
onalization eq. (40) becomes

(1262 + Ap — s)ujqs + (126, — 4865 — 8(Ap — $)ujr1 — (2461 — T2¢;)u;
(42)
+(12€1 - 4862 + 8(/\P - S))Uj..1 + (1262 - /\p -+ S)Uj_.g =0

Suppose that we have linearized eq. (39) to the right of the shock, i. e., up = ur. We now
want to eliminate the characteristic roots , = —1 and k3, |€3| < 1. Being to the right
of the shock this corresponds to setting the coefficients in front of u;_; and uj_o to zero

(j =k, k+1,...). Hence,
1
& = —g(/\R — S)

. (43)
€9 = ﬁ(x\R — S) .

On the other hand, linearizing eq. (39) to the left of the shock corresponds to setting
up = ur in eq. (42). This time we set the coefficients in front of u;y; and Uj4+2 to zero
(j=—k,~k—-1,...), thus resulting in

1
€1 = g(/\L —_— S)
. (44)
Eo = _E(AL - S) .
One realizes immediately from egs. (43) and (44) that &; > 0, €5 < 0 is equivalent to the

k-shock condition \j, > s > Ar. The viscosity coefficients will be uniquely determined iff
(cf. remarks at the end of section 2.2)

1
s = 5(/\L+/\R)-

Thus,
(AL — Ar)

&1 =

| —

1
€q = —i(/\[' - /\R) (45)
1
s = -2-(/\[, + AR) .

14



e values in eq. (42) yields

Using thes
(A — Ap)ujs2 ~ 8(AL

- )xp)u]'+1 + 7(>‘L — )\R)uj
(46)

-—8(>\p - >\R)u]'__1 + ()\P - )\R)uj_g =0.

¢ the shock we obtain (AL # AR)

Hence, to the right o
j=kk+ 1,.--

i — Stje1 T T4 = 0,

Similarly,

Tu; — 8uj—1 + Yi-2 =0, J= —k,—k-1 -
to the left of the shock. Using the substitution j——jm the latter equatio
the two recursive expressions above will coalesce nto

n and defining

v; = Ui
u.j+2—-8u,~+1+7uj =0, J= kk+1,.-
whose characteristic roots ar€ given by
Ky =1, K= 7.

Summing up, choosing S, €1 and &, according to €q- (45) in eq. (40) (for r = 2) yields
the following characteristic roots
k=1, ko =10, ks =0, n4?—-7.

esponding t0 K2 and k3 have been eliminated.

Thus, the parasitic modes corT
we have Ap = UP, whence

Example: For Burgers’ equation

1
1= —6(UL — UR)

(47)

1
€2 = "_‘ZZ(U'L — UR)
s= : (ugp +u ) -
= 5L R)-
a
Numerical results for this a.pproximation will be presented in section 3.
3.3 Averaging Operators
Yet a different kind of viscosity, based on simple 9nd-order averaging, Was used in [2]. We
consider the approximation of the problem in its original time dependent form
de
duj 0, f; =0. 48
21 Qurf (48)
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Let

uitt = P(az)
be a time discretizatiop of Runge-Kytt, type of the high-order semi-discrete difference
scheme (48). Then the algorithm, ;g

G = Py
(49)
W = (@ 4 ogr B /4

be the linearizeq difference approximation jp
Kutta method is

= P(/cSzr)v’-‘ :
where

2

v}l+1 - ([+ ZD"'D ),6n+1
Hence, ope complete step with the filtered R
is

For explicit a
orders betwe
approximatj
point. With

PProximations @2,
en 2 and m(2r —
ons @, all grid poi
Steady state solutj

filter is applied
Ons one obtajing
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4 Linear Discontinuities

Consider the linear problem
U+ pu, =0
u(z,0) = p(z)
where o is the (possibly discontinuous) periodic initial data; 4 € R. The equation above
can be discretized as

(51)

with = u? — kpDoul + ckhDyD_u7, (52)
or
J 2 2
where A = k/h. It is well-known that by choosing

|l

. A " EY n

=

£ = '—?:- (53)
one gets an upwind scheme. Furthermore, requiring
1 1 h
A=—=—<=k=— 54)
% T m (

results in the method of characteristics, 1. e.,

n+1
J

n+1

u J

=uj;ifp>0, u™ =ul,ifu<0.
Now suppose that J, is approximated using the high-order operator Q2. = Rz, Do. We

can then use the idea from section 3.1 to obtain the following implicit scheme
Rorul*! = Rpou? — kpQoru} + ekh Ry Dy D_u? (55)

Assuming that there exists a periodic solution of eq. (55), it follows that R, exists. In the
class of periodic solutions eq. (55) is thus equivalent to eq. (52). Hence, the_conclusions
above also pertain to eq. (55).

In regions where the flow is smooth it should not be necessary to resort to the method
of characteristics in order to compute solutions of high accuracy. Consider an explicit
4th-order method for convenience. The viscosity term is then modified according to

B2
€hR4D+T'J'_1/2D_ ; R4 =] - —6-D+TJ‘_1/2D.. y (56)
where r;_y/2 = 0.5(rj—1 + r;) is the interpolant of a switch function rj; Q4 = (I —
(h?/6)D4+D_)Do. We have used a switch proposed by Jameson [4]
1A u; — Ay, ),,
r; = . 57)
= (e (
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Note that r; = 1 if A_u; and A, u; do not have the same sign. In particular, r; = 1
where there are high-frequent oscillations. Choosing p = co ensures that r; = 0 at the grid
points where the flow is smooth. Thus, in smooth regions we have B4 = I. Assuming that
the spurious phenomena are localized to a compact set it follows that R4 is non-singular.
Eq. (51) is now discretized by

Ryl = Ry} — ALqu?
R4u§~2) = o; Rqu? + ﬂjR‘;ugl) - 7]-/\L4u§-1) (58)
R4u;~‘+1 = 5]'R4u;~l + an4u§2) - CJ‘/\L4‘U§~2) y

where R4 is defined by (56); the spatial operator L4 is given by

L4 = hQ4 - €h2R4D+T‘j_1/2D_ (59) :
and the integration parameters are given by
a; = 3/4 a; = 0
Pi=1/4 Bi=1
’)/]——1/4 . o 7j=0 . o 60
5 =1/3 if r;=0, 5 =0 if r;=1. (60)
n; =2/3 nj =1
G =2/3 G=0

Now, in smooth regions where r; = 0 the discretization (58) reduces to (Ry = I, Ly = Q4)

ug-l) = u} — AQqu}

3 1 A
ugz) - Zu? + Zug;) - ZQ“U?)
1 2 2A
u?+1 — §u? + §ugz) _ —3—Q4u§-2) ’

which is a 3rd-order TVD Runge-Kutta method. Note in particular that the value of ¢ is
irrelevant whenever r; = 0. When r; = 1, on the other hand, we recover -

Ryt = Rl — kpQquf + €khRyDy D_uj .

Should r; = 1 for all j this is nothing but the Euler forward method (where we have
assumed periodicity) that reduces to an upwind method for & = |ul/2 and to the method
of characteristics for A = 1/[u|. If r; = 1 locally, we expect (58) to behave roughly like
an upwind scheme in that region.

Returning to the original formulation (58) we observe that since Ry is non-singular,
eq. (58) can be written in explicit form

7= up o7
w5 = ajur + ful!) ~ 0l (61)

uf*h = Gult 4 njul — G,

U
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where v™, v(!) and v(® are the solutions of the tridiagonal systems
Re? = La?, R\ =L, i=1,2.
The tridiagonal structure of R4 is given by

1
R4v,- = 5 ("rj—l/2vj—1 + (6 + Tiy1/2 + Tj—I/Z)uj - 7';'+1/2Uj+1) .

In the next section we will present numerical results obtained from (61).

5 Numerical Results

We begin by studying the factorized artificial viscosity described in section 3.1. We have
used the explicit and implicit 4th-order schemes (31), obtained by setting
| W ) _ b
Ry = Ry =1~ =D, D, RY) = RY) = (1 + 5 D+D),

for solving Burgers’ equation (f(u) = u?/2) with a stationary shock (s = 0). An explicit
3rd-order Runge-Kutta method has been used to solve a time dependent problem in a fixed
coordinate system. Thus, the shock speed s does not appear explicitly in the equations.
As initial data we have taken u(z,0) = —z, which should result in a stationary shock at
the origin for ¢ > 1. Furthermore, uz, = 1 and ugr = —1. From proposition 3.1 it follows
that choosing ¢ according to eq. (16), i. e., € = 1/4, should result in a one-point shock.

(X0 mox, UC1)mt, U= 1, t=2, n=10t

o

@

C
o,

Burgers’ equation, + 4th (E), o 4th (1)
s 5 & o o o
> PS 1Yy o n > "3
T T

[

&
®

2 " A X
31 08 06 -04 .02 0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8

Fig. 1: One-Point Shock, 4th-order Explicit (+) and Implicit (0), € = 1/4

Below is the result when the viscous terms are turned on only in a neighborhood of
the shock. The viscosity is turned on and off by the switch defined by eq. (57). We also
verify the theoretical results for the two-point shock. The coefficient ¢ is then given by
eq. (22), that is, e = 3/8.
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1 08 06 04 .02 0 0.2 04 0.6 08 1

Fig. 2: One-Point Shock, 4th-order Explicit (+) and Implicit (0),e = 1/4, Local Viscosity

UX0) =X, uf-ttel, u(l)m-1, tu2 nai00

(E). o 4h(h
o
o
.

=]
T

&
L]
L4

Burgers’ equation, + 4th

-1.5

-1 08 06 04 .02 0 02 04 08 0.8 1

Fig. 3: Two-Point Shock, 4th-order Explicit (+) and Implicit (0),e =3/8
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T
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-1 08 06 04 02 0 02 0.4 06 08 1

Fig. 4: Two-Point Shock, 4th-order Explicit (+) and Implicit (o), e = 3/8, Local Viscosity
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We now proceed to case where the shock is non-stationary. Again we compute in a
fixed coordinate system using the factorized viscosity of section 3.1. Thus, the theory
developed in the previous sections does not apply directly. It is still interesting to see how
well this principle of introducing viscosity fares in practice. Indeed, it turns out that the
viscosity coefficient € obtained through linearization (26) works better in this case. In all
of the following numerical experiments we have used the adaptive switch (57) to turn on
viscosity locally around the shock; u(z,0) = uy, z < 0, and u(z,0) = ug, z > 0; ug, = 2,
ur = 0. Hence ¢ = 1/2. The solutions have been plotted at ¢ = 1/2.

U(x,0) » Hx.2,0), u(1.) =2, t=0.5, nw 100

25

N
- d

- axact solution

Burgers' equation, + 4th (),
&
b

058 i L " " " L " " :
- 08 06 04 .02 0 0.2 04 0.6 08 1

Fig. 5: Moving Shock, 4th-order Explicit, € = 1/2

u(x,0) = H{x,2,0), U1 =2, t=0S5 n=100

- exact solution
S

n
e
-

Burgers’ equation, + 4th (1),
[~
o

[~
T

~0.._,l 68 06 04 -02 0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1

Fig. 6: Moving Shock, 4th-order Implicit, & = 1/2

Next we employ the viscosity based on perturbation analysis as described in section
3.2. The data is the same as in the previous examples. The viscosity is now given by
eq. (47),i. e, e1 = 1/3, e = —1/12. We also give two examples of the averaging technique
of section 3.3.
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u(x,0) = H(x.2,0), U(-1)=2, t=05 n=100
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Fig. 7: Moving Shock, 4th-order Explicit, £, = 1/3, e, = —1/12

ufx,0) = H(x.2,0), U(-1t) =2, t=05, n= 100
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Fig. 8: Moving Shock, 4th-order Explicit, Averaging Viscosity
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Fig. 9: Moving Shock, 4th-order Implicit, Averaging Viscosity
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We conclude this section by showing two 4th-order computations where we have solved
the linear advection equation u; + u, = 0 by means of the hybrid scheme (61). In the first
example we have used € = 1/2 and k¥ = h. The switch r; has been set to one at every
grid point. The hybrid scheme is thus equivalent to the method of characteristics. In the
second example ¢ = 1/2 and k = 0.9h; the switch r; is now turned on adaptively. This
implies that the numerical method should behave as an approximate upwind scheme near
the discontinuity. The solutions have been plotted at ¢ = 1/2.

ux,0) =P{x.1), u(-19=0, t=05, n=200
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Fig. 10: Propagation of a Discontinuity, 4th-order Explicit (+), — - — Initial Data, k = h
u(x,0) = P(x,1), u(-1,) =0, t=05 n=200
1.2 T T T T v T

. i e L

: prm—

5 i ! *

£ os} i i *

. t !

i ! i -

Boqf | :

£ i i

: | | :

g 04} i i

=4 ] ]

3 i i v

“’ i i

*g o.2r ' + +

2 ! +!

E : +:—»—-—‘—~—~—---—:mmmmmmmm-

0.2

1 L L 1 . . L L L
-1 -08 -06 04 -02 0 0.2 04 0.6 08 1

Fig. 11: Propagation of a Discontinuity, 4th-order Explicit (+), — - — Initial Data, £ = 0.9h
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